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Executive Summar

NRG Research Group along with the University of Manitoba Transport Institute developed a

series of surveys/discussion guides to gather the views of terminal operators, shippers, port

Fdzi K2NAGASA yR 20SIy aKALIWAY3 fAySa Fa LI NI
review of rail freight service in Canada. The guides focused on the satisfaction of these

individuals with the performance of the rail-based logistics system and, in particular, the
LISNF2NXYIF YOS 2F /IYyIFIRFEFQa NIAf gl &ad ¢ Kdndne NB L2 NI
interviews with senior staff from a sampling of terminals, ports and shipping lines operating in

Canada.’

NRG Research, supported by Opinion Impact for the French language interviewing, contacted
companies from a sample list provided by Transport Canada and ascertained who in the
organization was the appropriate individual to speak with about their rail related experiences.
All the interviews making up this report were conducted by Andrew Enns (English language) or
Nadia Papineau-Couture (French language). The interviews were conducted from late
September to early December 2009.

In many cases, there was more than one company staff member present per interview

conducted for this study. These individuals were senior members of the management team

who have responsibilities for the freight transportation aspects of the organization. In

particular G KSANJ NBaLRyaArAoAftAGASa AyOftdzZRS YIlIylF3IAy:
railways. In many of the interviews, the respondent was an operations manager sometimes

accompanied by an individual at the Vice President or PresidentClevel.

Satisfaction with Railway Performance

Satisfaction with rail service varies widely across stakeholder groups and even within these
groups.

Terminal operators and shipping lines expressed some of the strongest opinions, both positive

and negative, about their satisfaction with rail services. Many of the terminal operators have

reservations about their relationship with their rail provider; while others express very high

f S@Sta 2F al GAafFlI OlAz2yd C2NJ O2y G SEGdzZ f alldzNlJ? &
scale of 1 to 7, where 1 was very dissatisfied and 7 very satisfied) predominantly clustered

around the 3 to 5 range with one terminal providing a rating of 7.

Among the shipping lines interviewed, there is a considerable divide in the overall satisfaction
f SpSta O2yOSNYyAy3a GKS A&ASNBAOS GKS& NBOSAGS 1

' The full Shipper Research Report can be accessed by visiting the Rail Freight Service Review website at:
www.tc.gc.ca/policy/acg/rfs-review-examen-sfm and following the links to Consultant Studies
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satisfied with service (rated a 6 out of 7); while the balance are noticeably less satisfied (rating a
3-4 out of 7).

In comparison, port authorities are, overall, the least dissatisfied of the stakeholder groups
interviewed with ratings ranging from the 4 to 6 range on a scale of 7. Only one port provided a
rating below the 4 out of 7 mark. In large part this can be attributed to the ports having less
day-to-day contact with railways.

There is no discernible difference in satisfaction levels between CN and CP primary user groups.
However, there is some evidence of lower satisfaction levels with terminal operators and ports
that are serviced by only one rail provider, with the exception of Prince Rupert, which is very
satisfied with the service from CN.

Key Drivers of Stakeholder Satisfaction

Three areas raised frequently in all interviews as very important factors contributing to a
positive impression of the railways are:

e The timeliness of the rail car supply
e The provision of the correct number of cars
e Aknowledgeable and helpful contact in the railway

In ports and terminals that are operating below capacity, the issue of freight rates is a
prominent concern.

alye aitl1SK2t RSNAR O2YYSYiGSR (GKI{i osRS\ARKE & & e 3
the movement of freight. To maintain this constant movement of cargo, timely access to an

adequate number of rail cars is critical. It should be noted that this applies to cargo destined for

export as well as cargo, predominantly containers, arriving in Canada.

Another element all stakeholder groups identified as contributing to a positive experience with
the railways is the presence of a very knowledgeable and helpful contact within the railway.
This individual is not only able to provide accurate information to other stakeholders regarding
the status of rail service, but seems genuinely interested in providing assistance. However, in
conversations with stakeholders, this type of relationship was not commonly mentioned as
being present. Aside from these 3 main satisfaction drivers, in Central/Eastern Canada, a fourth
major concern was raised in the interviewst the provision of equipment/cars that correspond
to client needs. There is a major concern relative to type of cars supplied and many
stakeholders want cars to be upgraded as they need to be able to hold heavier containers and
to have cars that have the capacity to stack two containers in height.

C N rg /_@ Page | 3
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Railway Performance Issues

Most terminal operators said the railways have met their expectations of servicdowever, it is
noteworthy that many of these operators indicated dissatisfaction with the service they
receive, so their responses in respect to meeting expectabnscannot always be interpreted as
a sufficiently positive response. Terminal operators are of the view that the railways are
generally very capable at moving freight and that the overall volume of freight moving through
the system is increasing. The primary issue for terminal operators is the consistency of the
movement of freight and the operational difficulties that inconsistent service creates.

Most port authorities said the railways have not met their expectations of servicehe reason

for this view was not related to a particular service function (as is the case for terminal

operators), but more to do with the attitude of the railways when it comes to serving the ports.

There is a perception that the railways are too focused only on the rail-side of the
transportation system and do not take into account the operational requirements of the other

stakeholders in the broader logistics system. One port authority sums up this point by saying,

G KS NIAfQa aasSild dziAt AyAI»AY KYZRSE LR NI DA O KA 15 2
and this is a problera.

It should be noted that opinions expressed by the Prince Rupert Port Authority and terminals in

the Prince Rupert port were noticeably more positive than most of the views from respondents

elsewhere in the country. The key reason for this positive impression can be credited to the fact

thatd/ b A& @GSNEB Sy3alF3aSR Ay K S lotskhfHiglogue ¢rd isyng R~ Y I NJ
GAGK GSNXAYIfaQ 3J2aéf a 2F INRBGGK YR aSNBAOS

Accountability of the Railways

There is a fairly strong consensus among terminal operators and shipping lines that when they
experience poor service from the railways there is the potential for them to incur serious
financial losses. Most terminals and lines interviewed have experienced a serious financial loss
as a result of poor service from the railways. Whether it is late arrivals of freight that force
terminals to employ a second shift at overtime rates, long dwell times for goods or lengthy
delays in returning empty containers back to port, almost all terminal and shipping line
respondents say that rail related problems lead to financial costs. Terminal operators identified
the railway, almost unanimously, as the stakeholder whose actions (or inactions) are most
operationally and financially disruptive. Distinctively, shipping lines generally note that the
railways are a secondary problem compared to the weather, their greatest concern.

Compounding the impression that rail issues can have serious financial consequences, there is a
widespread belief among stakeholders from all groups that there are no mechanisms currently
in place to hold railways accountable to their customers.

(@ N rg /_fg-_;_/\l Page | 4
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Suggested Rail Related Operational Improvements

Respondents across all three stakeholder groups suggested, as a first step, that the railways and
freight system stakeholders work to significantly improve the accuracy and amount of
information flowing in respect to the operation of the rail system. Many terminal operators
noted they have a daily conference call with the railways, which suggests communication.
However in too many cases, this call does not result in accurate and reliable information, which
makes it difficult for key stakeholders to make informed operational decisions.

A corollary to the previous point is a desire respondents (terminals, shipping lines and ports)
raised for a greater degree of transparency regarding the relationship between the railways and
other key stakeholders. In addition, there is the view that operating agreements must be in
place between the main stakeholders to provide the framework for a mutually beneficial
relationship. In other words, for the system to function at peak efficiency, an established and
formal relationship between the main parties is necessary. Terminal operators often noted that
they do not have a contract with the railways. It is noteworthy that this point elicits comments
0 K Ithis wifl never happen. Railways want out of agreements and move to protocols because
they are less rigid anghave] Y2 LISY I f ( A She abJertd\df ttafs@rénd and fair
agreements creates challenges in terms of dealing with operational issues stakeholders
encounter as a result of poor rail service.

A few port authorities and terminal operators identified that the benefit of greater
transparency and collaboration among all stakeholders is, in their opinion, a very important
O2yaARSNYGA2Y $KSYy Y20Ay3 F2NBINR gAGK

several occasions that the railways are, at times, operating in a manner inconsistent with their
role as the key component of the overall transportation system. It was suggested that the
railways need to act as a key component of the freight logistics system rather than in their own
shellorclusterg A G K2dzi GF1Ay3a ff 20KSNJ LJXF@8SNERQ NRf Sa
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Suggested Improvements by Other Stakeholders

A few terminal operators and shipping lines raise the suggestion that the movement of freight
within the ports should be viewed as a public good. This would allow for the establishment of
dedicated rail corridors into the ports that would deliver freight in a more timely fashion. The
Alameda Rail Corridor in California was noted as an example.

A shipping line representative also raised the Alameda example in the context of creating an
intermodal facility somewhere in proximity but relatively removed from the congestion of the
Greater Vancouver Area. All inbound and outbound traffic is either brought to or collected at
this hub by CN and CP. A third party rail provider (terminal railway) transports the cargo
directly to and from the port. The third party supplier would maintain an adequate car supply
to move the containers when required. This would take the delivery and off-loading of
contanSNE 2dzi 2F GKS /ftlaa m NIAf LINPJARSNRAE Ky
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There were several suggestions from some terminal operators and shipping lines that the
movement of cargo within the port should be managed by a port controlled terminal railway,
similar to what is the case in Montréal -where the port authority owns and operates 80km of
railway coordinating the freight flow/access to terminals and shipping lines. Both class 1
railways use Montréal port facilities. All stakeholders are business partners as terminals rent
their facilities from the port. Montréal port also manages truck flow on its property and is the
central logistics and management body for the entire freight transport system at the port of
Montréal. It is thought that this approach would allow for more efficient use of the existing rail
infrastructure in the port. An internal dedicated port rail service, it is hoped, would be more
Tt SEAG0ES yR |002YY2RIFGAY3a Ay VYSSiay3
acknowledged that co-production agreements are steps in this direction, but more needs to be
done in this regard. In addition, railways are currently not perceived as being focussed on being
ocustomer friendlgp €

Background and Survey Objectives

The rail freight service review is being undertaken by the Government of Canada in response to
concerns from shippers and other stakeholders about railway service over the last few years.
The review is to examine the performance of the rail-based logistics system including the
railways, shippers, terminal operators, shipping lines and ports. The review is aimed at
improving the efficiency, effectiveness and reliability of the overall system in order to help
Canadian shippers compete in domestic, continental and off-shore markets.

To meet this goal, it was important to develop an understanding of the rail-based logistics
system from those with firsthand knowledge of its operation. NRG Research Group along with
the University of Manitoba Transport Institute developed a series of surveys to gather the views
of shippers, terminal operators, ports and ocean shipping companies. The surveys focused on
the satisfaction of these individuals with the performance of the rail-based logistics system and,

AY LI NIOAOdzE I NE GKS LISNF 2 NY Iy Ois the findings lfrgi-aR | Q &

series of one-on-one interviews with the senior staff from a sampling of terminals, ports and
shipping lines operating in Canada.’

Survey Objectives

G¢CKS 20SNItf 202SO0AGS 2F GKA& LIN&Et2EhOrities A &

and shipping lines about their view on railway service and performance of the rail-based
f 2 3A &G K Dha ultiddtd ghalofbthis research is to assess the performance with a strong
focus on identifying areas where performance is lacking and improvements can be made. This

> The full Shipper Research Report can be accessed by visiting the Rail Freight Service Review website at:
www.tc.gc.ca/policy/acg/rfs-review-examen-sfm and following the links to Consultant Studies
* Stakeholder Survey Project RFP #T8080-08-0532 page 14
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report outlines the findings as they pertain to the observations and recommendations from
terminal operators, port authorities and shipping lines.

Study Methodolog

The list of stakeholders to be surveyed for this project was provided by Transport Canada. NRG
Research, supported by Opinion Impact for the French language interviewing, contacted
companies on the list provided by Transport Canada and ascertained who in the organization
was the appropriate individual to speak with about their rail related experiences. All the
interviews making up this report were conducted by Andrew Enns (English language) or Nadia
Papineau-Couture (French language).

In many cases, there was more than one respondent per interview for this study. These
individuals were senior members of the management team who have responsibilities for the
freight transportation aspects of their organization. In particular, their responsibilities included
YEYlF3AY3 GKSANI 2NBI Y hd rhiliays2iy iady caskl thée réshoddérd
was an operations manager sometimes accompanied in the interview by a company Vice
President or President.

Each stakeholder group was interviewed using an interview guide that was slightly modified to
fit with the specifics of different operations. The guides, which are available under separate

KA LI

g )

O2@SNJ SyiAaitsSa W{daNIBSe& 27F * mdbridBatela {omtindtiGnkoR f RS NE&

close-ended and open-ended, discussion based questions. While the guides were all individually
designed to, as best as possible, reflect the particular operations and rail freight system
interactions of the specific stakeholder groups, there are also several common themes running
through each of them. These are:

Interaction with rail freight system stakeholders
Impressions and experiences with railways
Important aspects of railway performance
Suggested improvements to the system

The interviews were done either in-person or over the telephone depending the availability of
the stakeholder to schedule convenient interview times. On average, each stakeholder
interview lasted one hour.

How to Read this Report

As noted earlier, this document reports on the interviews from three distinct rail freight system
stakeholder groups: terminal operators, shipping lines and port authorities. The survey

* Located at www.nrgresearchgroup.com under Newsroom/Publications

C’n rg : ,;::::_\ Page | 7
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instruments for all three populations were primarily designed to allow open-ended, discussion
2NASYdFGSR NBalLRyaSa FTNRY (GKS NBaALRYyRSyGdaod ! 3
JdzA RS & QhanNoF rigdcdbsNduestionnaire instruments. The overall objectives of these

instruments were similar; however, the manner in which these objectives were addressed with

each group was somewhat different.

Each section in the report will begin with a brief overall summary of main findings from each of
the three stakeholder groups. Following that summary will be a more detailed overview of the
results from the stakeholder group in that section.

It is important to note that since the sample sizes of individual stakeholder groups were quite
small, statistical reliability should not be considered applicable to the broader stakeholder
population. In the interviews, 1 to 7 scales were occasionally used as a means to provide some
O2y GSEG (2 | LaNditidulrigusitioh(iTRsirepdzt i gedodiclly report on
these scale results, however, they should not be extrapolated to the broader stakeholder
population. Instead, these scales should be interpreted within the context of the
accompanying, discussion-based findings.

It should be noted that this report includes direct quotes from study participants. These are
ARSYUGAFTFASR o0& (KS dzaitlics2Far exdmpldzasibrre tieAminal opafdtoNJ a ¢ |
said, 0 4 dzOK YR & dzOK dé¢

C N rg /_;_::--:ﬁ Page | 8



Stakeholder Survey Project: Other Stakeholders January 2010

Summary of Findings

Sample Characteristics

A total of 28 other stakeholders were interviewed for this phase of the project. The table below
provides some detail in terms of the location and general description of the various
stakeholders interviewed. In some cases, stakeholders operate in multiple locations and this is
reflected in the table below.

Table 1: Sample Characteristics

Terminal Operators | Port Authorities | Shipping Lines

(n=14) (n=8) (n=6)

Location of Operations

West Coast 10 2 6
Central 3 4 4
East Coast 1 2 2
Commodity Type

Containers 6 NA 5
Break Bulk 5 NA 1
Bulk 6 NA

Primary Railway

CN 12 3 1
CP 2 1
Both 5 4

Terminal Operators

NRG interviewed 14 terminal operations across Canada. As the table above indicates, there was
a good mix of container, break bulk and bulk commodities being handled by the terminals that
were included in this study. The majority of these terminals are located on the West Coast
(Vancouver ¢ 8 and Prince Rupert ¢ 2). The remaining terminals are spread across Central
Canada (including the Great Lakes and Montreal) and the East Coast.

Four of the terminals included in this study are solely or partly owned by shippers. At one
terminal, one of the Class 1 railways financially invested in some infrastructure improvements
for that terminal.

c n rg RESEARCH GROUF @ Page | 9
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wSalLRyRSyda |G Iff 2T GKS GSNXYAylLfta AyRAOLI G
throughout the year. For some commodity types, such as containers, there is seasonality to the
work flow. More specifically, container traffic can increase in the August through October
period with increased imports of goods for the Christmas season. On the bulk or break bulk
side, the fluctuations are based on a combination of seasonal demands, such as grains in the
post-harvest period, or price fluctuations for a particular commodity. Should the price for raw
materials such as pulp, potash or coal change there can be an associated change in the level of
shipping activity. Another factor affecting the patterns of terminal operation activities are the
signing of new overseas orders. For some commodity types, such as pulp, this can cause
relatively rapid increases in shipping activity. Across all terminals there are indications of
fluctuations in shipping activity.

Not surprisingly, the bulk and break bulk terminals that participated in this study are almost
exclusively export focused operations. A few had the occasional import, but it is not a
significant aspect of their business model. In contrast, the container terminals are much more
balanced between exports and imports. Most container terminals usually import more volume
than they export. This year however, because of the global economic slowdown, container
imports and exports are almost even and in a few cases weighted more towards exports.

Rail service provided to the terminals interviewed varies somewhat. The majority of terminals
NEOSA@PS 3I22RAa (UNIXyalLR2NISR o0& 060204K 2F /FylIRIQa
one line physically entering the terminal yards. In Montréal, the terminals are all located on

Port of Montréal property and yards that belong to the port are serviced by both Class 1

railways up to the port gate. Though many terminals said they have contact with both railways,

there is always a more dominant or regular carrier. Also, a few terminals are connected (via co-

production or interchange agreements) with the American rail carrier, Burlington Northern

Santa Fe Railway.

As noted in Table 1 on the preceding page, CN is the primary rail service provider to 12 of the
14 terminals interviewed. CP is the main carrier for two of the terminals. It is noteworthy that
all of the terminals in this study serviced by CP handle bulk commodities, serving terminals at
Deltaport and on the inner harbour at Vancouver.

A number of terminals are physically connected to one of the Class 1 railways by a smaller short
line railway. Deltaport for example, is serviced by a jointly owned (CN and CP) rail subsidiary
that operates service on BC Rail (BCR) owned rail lines. This service transports freight 24 miles
from the main lines to the terminals located on the Roberts Bank peninsula. BCR Port
Subdivision maintains the track and manages all train operations, recovering its costs from the
three user railways based on their respective share of traffic over the line. BCR Port Subdivision
is regulated provincially under the British Columbia Safety Authority.

Six of the terminals interviewed maintain their own rail crews to move and organize train cars
inside the terminal yard. However, the remaining 8 terminals have an arrangement with one of
the Class 1 railways (typically CN) to handle the movement of cars within the terminal. Most of

(’n rg ,"g_-;) Page | 10
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the terminals that manage the movement of cars themselves are bulk or break bulk terminals.
Only two of the six terminals with their own switching crews handle predominantly container
traffic. One of the bulk terminals has a situation where crews from one of the Class 1 rail
providers handle the switching responsibilities for one commodity (coal), while terminal crews
manage the switching for another commodity (potash). This is reportedly due to safety
considerations with the coal cars. Across all terminals, there are some differences in who is
responsible for moving and organizing train cars inside the terminal yard.

Shipping Lines

All of the 6 shipping lines interviewed in this study ship containers into and out of the country.
The imported cargo is generally manufactured goods in containers and the exported traffic is
often containerized break bulk goods (pulp or agricultural products). All shipping lines
interviewed ship out of the West Coast (usually Vancouver) and another port in Eastern
CanadaT Montreal or Halifax. Only one line ships exclusively into and out of one Canadian port.
For all shipping lines, the majority of their shipping volume is via the Port of Vancouver. Asia is
the main source of imports to the West Coast and the main recipient of exports from this
Canadian region. For Montreal and Halifax, Europe is the main source and destination of goods.
All shipping lines reported that they are involved in the import and export of goods.

la y20SR gAGK GSN¥YAYLFET 2LISNIG2NEYX GKSNB | NB
activities. There is usually increased activity in the summer to early fall as Canadian goods
inventories are enlarged in advance of the Christmas season. One shipping line noted that the

Asian holidays can sometimes create surges in activity as customerstrytod 0 SI 0 G KS K2 f A

are anxious to get moving right after thmliday shut down in Chidag

The selection of the Class 1 railway by shipping lines is largely dependent on the ports they
service. For instance, shipping lines into Prince Rupert and Halifax have no choice but to use CN
for rail transportation as CP does not service those ports. Several shipping lines primarily use CP
for moving freight into and out of the Ports of Vancouver and Montreal. Two of the shipping

fAySa SEOfdzaArgSte dzasS 2yte 2yS /flaa m NIAfgGL

It should be noted that shipping lines have contractual agreements with rail carriers. These
contracts establish some service parameters, but primarily they consist of rate agreements.

Port Authorities

A total of 8 Port Authorities participated in the study. These include the ports of: Prince Rupert,
Vancouver, Thunder Bay, Hamilton, Montreal, Quebec City, Saint John and Halifax. All of these
ports deal with a mix of commodity types (bulk, break bulk and containers) with a few being
more focused on bulk and break bulk than the others (Thunder Bay, Hamilton and St. John).

The rail service into the various ports differs considerably. Several ports are what could be
RSTAYSR Fa aOFLIIA@GSE G2 2yS NIAft LINRPJARSNID
serviced only by CN. Several other ports have indirectd SNIWA OS FNRY 020K 27F
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railways provided via a short line link to one of the Class 1 carriers. This is also the case for

Hamilton and St. John which are served by Southern Ontario and New Brunswick Southern

respectively. St. John is also able to access the Class 1 rail network via the Montreal-Maine

Atlantic Railway (MMA)’ G K- & OlF'y dzaS bSg . NdzyagiA Ol { 2dziKSNJ
St. John the only Canadian port east of Québec citynot O LJG A @S (2 2yfteée 2yS 27
railways. The other ports of Vancouver, Thunder Bay, Québec city and Montreal (via a port

railway) are serviced by both Class 1 railways directly.

The Montréal model seems fairly distinctive as the port is also a railway operator. This enables
the port to insert itself into the freight transportation process somewhat more so than is the
case with other ports. The Port of Montréal secures the intermodal flow of traffic interchange
YR &S OdzNiRia2 L¥ by dofr@néting efficient turn around, gate to gate. It has to
coordinate traffic flow to make sure products are at the right place at the right time. It also has
to manage safety issues. The Port of Montreal is very involved in the business development of
the Québec/Ontario corridor in order to maintain its competitiveness in the market.

Overall, there are significant differences in the rail service to the various ports included in this
study.

Range of Stakeholder Contacts

This section outlines the different relationships various stakeholder groups have with other
components of the rail freight logistics system. The other components included Freight
Forwarders, Terminal Operators, Shipping Limes the Railways Participants were initially
asked to rate their level of contact with each stakeholder group on a scale of 1 to 7. This rating
was followed up with some discussion about the specifics of that relationship.

Stakeholder Summary

The most regular interaction regarding the rail freight logistics system occurs among terminals,
railways and shipping lines. It is interesting that some terminal operations and shipping lines
said they see themselves as acting quite often as the hub or conduit for information among the
three stakeholders. Almost all terminals indicated that they are in daily contact with the
railways, usually as part of a scheduled conference call in the morning. The terminals also have
very regular, though less frequent, contact with the shipping lines.

Port of Montréal is the exception to this rule as the terminals deal primarily with the Port which
acts as an interface or interchange among all parties/stakeholders involved. The Port of
Montréal manages the contact with railways and terminals on a daily basis. In addition, there is
considerable contact between the port authority and the terminals in terms of the arrival and
departure of freight.

> At the time of this study the MMA was still operating Canadian routes although there is some indication this
situation will change in 2010 with the MMA ceasing operations of its Canadian routes.

(’n rg ,"g_-;) Page | 12
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Interestingly, in addition to the Port Authority contacts, both container terminals maintained a
high level of daily contact with both railways. In part this appeared due to the fact both
container terminals had been in operation for a long time and had established contacts within
the railways that they were able to access. It should be noted that the bulk terminal did not
deal daily with them as the transactions were done through the port authorities. In fact, Port of
Montréal is instrumental in maintaining the communications between stakeholders and
manages the daily information conference calls.

Of the stakeholder groups interviewed, most shipping lines have the broadest and most regular
level of contact with all stakeholders in the system. Shipping lines indicated regular and
frequent communications with the railways and terminals, as well as with freight forwarders
and shippers.

Terminal Operators

Terminal operators have a high level of interaction with the railways. On a scale of 1 to 7, where
7 was an indication of a very high degree of contact, almost all terminals provided a rating of 7.
In discussion, they indicated communication with the railways is the most structured of all the
relationships with the main stakeholder groups in the freight transportation system. The
terminals tend to have pre-determined (scheduled) conference calls, usually occurring in the
morning, with the railways serving their facility. The purpose of these calls is to examine the
daily schedule of arrivals and departures, as well as looking forward three to five days in terms
of expected rail traffic. Depending on the railways servicing the terminal, it is not uncommon to
have both Class 1 railways, and even a short line, represented on the call. In Montréal, one bulk
terminal had a very low amount of contact with the railways as contact was managed directly
by the Port of Montréal.

A few terminals indicated they have arranged access with CN to view the status of their
AKALIWSYGa RANBOGEE OAl [/ bQa AYUuSNYyrf GNIF OlAY:
Ffglreéa O2YLX SGSTt | CaOathiil lév& of Akdowlddde Sriio whalNBsPA R S
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Most of the terminals included in this study indicated they receive rail service daily Monday to
Friday. There are a number of terminal operations receiving trains 6 or 7 days a week but the
norm appears to be 5 days. A few terminal operators said they would like to receive 7 day a
week train service but that this is still being discussed with their primary rail provider.

Most of the terminals interviewed are receiving one train (or switch) a day with the rest on a
more frequent service schedule of two trains in and out of the terminal daily. There is no strong
pattern between the type of commodity (bulk or container traffic) and the frequency of train
service. Here, the determining factor is likely based on the frequency of vessel service and
customer orders. The few terminals interviewed that handle wood pulp tend to have somewhat
more frequent trains flow through given the nature of pulp manufacturing and costs associated

(’n rg ,"g_-;) Page | 13



Stakeholder Survey Project: Other Stakeholders January 2010

with ceasing operations at those plants. It is noted, that the pulp shippers need to be constantly
moving their product.

The terminals indicated that there is a typical schedule in place that sees trains arrive loaded at

a regular time and then returning, again at a usual time, to pick-up the emptycarsord S Y LJG A S & ¢
In many cases the arrival of a loaded train coincides with the pick-up of empties. On a daily

train schedule, there is usually a 12 hour window between arrivals.

The level of contact between terminal operators and the shipping lines is also quite frequent.
As with railways, there is typically daily contact, but not always through a scheduled conference
call. Quite often an e-mail suffices in terms of an update from a shipping line regarding a
pending vessel arrival or from the terminal regarding the load status of a vessel. On a 1 to 7
scale most responses were in the 5-7 range. Contact with the shipping lines was uniformly very
high among the Port of Montréal terminals interviewed.

Contact between terminal operations and shippers was much more variable across the
organizations interviewed. Those terminals that are solely or partially owned by shippers, not
surprisingly, have fairly regular contact with shippers. Other terminals however, most notably
container focused terminals, indicated they have relatively less contact with shippers.

Terminal contact with shippers varies mostly across the different operations interviewed. There

are those terminals, quite often those owned by shippers, who have very regular and frequent

contact with shippers (rated 7 out of 7 in terms contact frequency). However, there are an

equal number of terminals that have very little contact with shippers (rated 1 or 2 out of 7).

Ownership by the shipper, naturally, has a bearing on the closeness of the relationship. Also,

there is a relatively low level of contact between terminal operators and freight forwarders

O2YLJI NBR (G2 GKS O2ydal Ol tS@Sta oAGK 20KSNJ adl
shippers is quite variable in respect to the kinds of operations included in this study.

Shipping Lines

The shipping lines are quite likely to have regular and frequent contact with all the main
stakeholders in the freight transportation system. Almost all of the shipping lines interviewed
said they have high levels of communication (rated 7 out of 7 in terms of frequency of contact)
with railways, terminals, shippers and freight forwarders.

It was noted by a few lines that when the system is running smoothly, there is likely to be less
contact with the customer (freight forwarder or shipper) compared to the terminal and rail
provider. There was always a need to be in contact with both these stakeholders. For some
respondents, there is the view that shipping lines sometimes act as a conduit for information
flow between terminal and railway. In part, this was an acknowledgement there is no
contractual relationship between the terminal and railway regarding service.
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Shipping line contact with the railway was generally regarding scheduling an order for cars
(along with forecasting inbound and outbound demand), train status updates and the
movement of empty containers back to the originating port.

Port Authorities

Port Authorities, by virtue of their position, have a fairly high degree of contact with the main
rail freight stakeholders on several levels. Port Authority activities can be organized into 3
distinct areas: long term planning, marketing and day-to-day operations. All the ports said they
have regular contact with the various other stakeholders during these stages of activity, albeit
at differing frequency levels.

When it comes to long term planning, the ports all said they engage the other system
stakeholders (terminals, shipping lines, shippers and railways) in this process. These discussions
typically involve land use planning, looking at long term traffic volume forecasts and major
infrastructure improvements. Many terminals said they have multi-year business plans that
they would regularly review (usually annually) with the main port stakeholders. Many of the
ports interviewed said they are looking at relatively significant infrastructure works in the years
ahead, including activities effecting rail access.

Marketing or promotion is an ongoing activity with port authorities. All individuals interviewed
said the movement of freight is a very competitive service and there is a constant effort to
attract traffic through the ports. For some ports, such as Thunder Bay, Hamilton and Halifax,
who are experiencing some declines in traffic, there is a particular emphasis on opening up the
port to new markets and customers. Thunder Bay for example, said it is working on expanding
its services to supplying the & 2 A f  \idh ifis @Ktérial needs. These activities are divided
among domestic, North American and overseas markets. Other, busier ports such as Vancouver
and Prince Rupert are aggressively seeking new markets overseas. In Vancouver, it was noted
that competition for container traffic into the port is particularly stiff. All port authorities are
involved in the ongoing activity of marketing or promotions. As mentioned previously, the
Montréal Port Authority is aggressively working on developing the Québec/Ontario corridor.

The involvement of other stakeholders in the planning activities of the ports is quite varied

across the country. In Vancouver there is a generally good involvement of all stakeholders in

GKS t2NI ! dzikK2NAGe@Qa YINJSGAYya |OGAGAGASAD
stakeholders regarding services and possible ways to communicate added-value features to

customers. Shipping lines, particularly container and break bulk carriers, were quite active in

working with the port to find customers to move goods through Vancouver. The railways were
notedasy 230 0SAy3 RANBOGEE Ayg@2ft @SR Ay GKS LR2NIQa
keep the railways informed of its activities.

Prince Rupert is a somewhat distinctive port in terms of its relationship with other stakeholders
in the promotion of the port. Many of the stakeholders in this portT some terminals and the
one railway (CN) serving the portT are partners in the operation. This clearly is a motivating
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factor for all these entities to work together to grow the port business. CN for example, was
noted as vigorously pursuing new markets to serve out of Prince Rupert.

The other ports included in this study had somewhat less defined and consistent contact with
other stakeholders in the conduct of port marketing activities. The terminals in the various
ports are most consistently engaged with the port on marketing efforts. Coordination with
transloaders on this issue was somewhat less frequent. Shipping lines were more often noted in
the interviews as being the target of marketing activities as opposed to being partners in
promoting the port to overseas export and import customers.

Among the non-west coast ports, there is considerably less direct engagement with the railways
in the promotion of their ports. In fact, several of those interviewed suggested the railways, by

y2i o0SAy3 Y2NB FOGAGS YR adzLlRNIAGS Ay

growth of traffic through the port.

The day-to-day activities of the port quite often are dominated by the landlord-tenant
relationship the authorities have with terminal operators. In addition, there are the required
interactions with the harbour masters related to moving vessel traffic in and out of the port. In
Vancouver, it was noted that community relations and the impact of port traffic on
neighbourhoods in proximity to port operations is also an ongoing area of activity.

Most ports, except for Montréal, said they did not have a great deal of daily interaction with
the railways. If there are some existing contacts, these usually had originated through the
terminals as a result of a terminal-NJ A f A &d&dzS GKIF G NBI dzA NER
one of these issues was the move by rail providers to build longer trains which put pressure on
terminal facilities to expand their handling capacity. This issue was raised in Vancouver.

Satisfaction with the Railways

Stakeholder Summary

Satisfaction with rail service varied widely across stakeholder groups and even within these
groups.

Terminal operators and shipping lines expressed some of the strongest opinions, both positive
and negative. Many of the terminal operators expressed reservations about their relationship
with their rail provider, while others expressed very high levels of satisfaction. For contextual
purposes, terminal operator satisfaction rating (on a scale of 1 to 7 where 7 was very satisfied)
predominantly clustered around the 3 to 5 range with one terminal providing a rating of 7.
Among the shipping lines interviewed there was a considerable polarization in the overall
satisF F OG A2y S@Sta O2yOSNYyAy3a GKS &SNIWAOS
are fairly satisfied with service (rated a 6 out of 7) while the balance are less satisfied (rating a
3-4 out of 7).
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Port authorities are comparatively the most satisfied of the stakeholder groups interviewed as
part of this study, with ratings ranging from the 4 to 6 range on a scale out of 7. Only one port
provided a rating below 4 out of 7.

There was no discernible difference in satisfaction levels of stakeholders between CN and CP.

However, there is some evidence of lower satisfaction levels with terminal operators and ports

that are serviced by only one rail provider. Here the exception was Prince Rupert, which is very

satisfied with its service from CN. InterS&a i Ay 3f & K2¢SOSNE Yz2ald aOl
unsure when asked if the rail service they receive would improve should they also get service

from the other Class 1 provider. These respondents indicated they would like the option of a

second rail provider (even those respondents in Prince Rupert), but they are not certain that

the overall level of service would be much better. While some terminal operators expressed

Gy 2 éf F@NI / b GKS@ 6SNB Tl ANI & | dzheQdc raiiveay, L2 A Yy (i
GKFG Aazx |/t GeLAOrtte F2ft26SR / bQa fSIFR®

In terms of current satisfaction levels compared to three years ago, the bulk and break bulk
terminal operators were most likely to say their opinions of the railways have worsened over
this time frame. These terminals indicated their satisfaction levels have decreased somewhat
from what they were three years ago.

A few container terminal operators were of the opposite view indicating their impressions have
improved somewhatfrom three years ago. Several, particularly in Central/Eastern Canada,
however, said satisfaction with service from the railways had declined in recent years.

Most port authorities indicated satisfaction levels with the railways have improvedsomewhat
or not changedfrom what they were three years ago. The same was true with most of the
shipping lines interviewed.

It should be noted that many respondents across the three stakeholder groups provided some
context to their responses to the question of how their satisfaction levels have changed from
three years ago. It was often noted that approximately three years ago, the freight
transportation system was going through a particularly busy and congested period, resulting in
many delays (extended dwell times) and the slow movement of freight. The current situation,
while not optimal in the view of many interviewed, is better than that particularly difficult
period.

Important Factors Contributing to Rail Service Satisfaction

Stakeholder Summary

There are a range of factors which stakeholders consider in assessing their satisfaction with rail
freight service. There are some factors consistent across stakeholder groups and some areas
very specific to a particular group. Three areas were raised frequently in all interviews as being
very important factors contributing to a positive impression of the railways. These were:
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e The timeliness of the rail car supply
e The provision of the correct number of cars
e Aknowledgeable and helpful contact within the railway

Many stakeholders commented that wK Sy G KS &d28adSY g1 a TISHERMNNS§ 3
the movement of freight. There, cargo moves constantly and for this to happen timely access to

an adequate number of rail cars is critical. It should be noted that this applies to cargo destined

for export as well as cargo, predominantly containers, arriving in Canada.

Across all stakeholder groups, another element identified as contributing to a positive
experience with the railways is the presence of a very knowledgeable and helpful contact
within the railway. However, this is not the norm according to stakeholders. When stakeholders
did mention that they have a very good contact person at the railway this is based on more of
the personal traits of the individual and not a function of the actual job description or
requirements of the position. One terminal operator noted they have a good rapport with their
railway contact, but this person is due to retire and there is some concern about who is going to
be their replacement. This railway contact was noted as not only being able to provide accurate
information to other stakeholders regarding the status of rail service, but also seemed
genuinely interested in doing so.

Terminal Operators

Other areas identified by terminal operators as particularly important service factors included:

CKS NIAf gl e&aQ NBa&LyhdcdhmdfdecaSRAdzY | yR f 2y 13
Provision of switching crews when trains arrive

Provision of crews to repair damaged equipment

Frequency of rail service (East Coast terminals)t Designation of specific days to load for

specific destinations, lack of flexibility in scheduling.

e Car capacity (container cars). Some are able to carry stacked containers while others

only one container. This also limits the overall weight cars can take.

Shipping Lines

For shipping lines, a very important measure of service is dwell timeT the length of time a
container is sitting in the terminalt and the performance of the railway is critical in this regard.
Shipping lines generally want a shorter dwell time of 2 to 3 days on average as opposed to what
is perceived as the current norm of 4 to 5 days in Vancouver. Dwell times are shorter in other
less busy ports.

One shipping line pointed out that dwell times can sometimes be a misleading measurement of
performancein i K+ G y204 ff + @SaasStqQa OFNH2 ySOSaal NJ
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of arrival. There may be cargo that is not immediately required and, therefore, can remain in

the terminal for a few extra days while other priority goods are expedited. This individual raised

the point that a more accurate reflection of system performance would be tracking the percent

2T || @SaasStQa OFNBH2 GKIFIG Y2@0Sa oAOGKAY OSNILFAY
leaves the terminal within 3 days, the question would be: what is the status of the remaining

20% of the cargo? And was this dwell time a result of expediting priority goods or poor
management? The point being made by this individual is that by examining the percentage of

cargo moved withina timefrl YS Yl & LINPOGARS I Y2NB | OOdzNIF 4GS d
overall performance and capacity.

Shipping lines stressed the need for all components of the freight transportation to work well

together to ensure a fluid and constant flow of goods. As one respondentsaid, § A i a K2 dz R 4
fA1S I O2y @Se2NJ 6S inbount dorilaliedsihdedith afrie o time dng/br 2 dzii P ¢
unloaded efficiently. The rail cars need to be available in adequate number to move them out

of the terminal. A supply of empties should be coming into the terminal at regular intervals.

Several shipping lines stressed the need for terminals and railways to work particularly well

together as they represent a key link in the system from their perspective. Another area

mentioned in respect to good rail flow is the ability for railways to respond to unanticipated

service disruptions. These might have been the result of weather related issues or a derailment,

but the ability of the railways to manage their operations in light of these occurrences and

provide the additional capacity to make up for backlogs is important. When probed, the

movement of empty containers back to the originating port is another important service area
NBfIFGSR (2 GKS NI AT Gl &@3&d Chiths Yequitel fom th&rdidydA y 3 £ A
is a constant and predictable flow of & S Y LJibdckditkeir port of entry. The overall fluidity of

the system or the constant movement of goods was often raised by shipping lines as being a

critical feature of the system.

A few shipping lines raised the overall need for system stability as another important service

factor. This specifically applied to the railways, but also to other stakeholders in the system.

Shipping lines seemed more acutely aware of the costs of system disruptions related to strikes

or infrastructure issues. It was noted in several interviews that their business is very
O2YLISGAGAGS Ay GSN¥Xa 2F 2GKSNJ LB2NIa Ayidz2 b2N
business. One shipping line manager said that even the hint of labour disruptions can lead to

customers or the shipping lines re-directing cargo to alternative ports. It was noted in another

interview that the widening of the Panama Canal, which is scheduled for completion by 2015,

will open up more options for overseas customers and lines when making decisions regarding

port usage. In either case, system stability is important to shipping lines.

Port Authorities

As noted earlier, the ports and the terminals typically have a landlord-tenant relationship. To
some degree, what the port authorities perceive as important often mirrored the views of the
terminal operators. Many of the ports mentioned the need for a consistent level of rail service
with respect to on-time delivery of cars in adequate numbers. In Montréal, there was concern
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committed to do and not other things®

Many of the ports stressed the need for the railways to actively engage in the ports long-term
plans in terms of expansion and new market opportunities. Rail service in general is a key
component of the eventual fortunes for any port.

Several of the ports interviewed also raised the issue of freight rates as an important factor
affecting satisfaction. Freight rates were raised more often by the port authorities compared to
the other stakeholder groups, particularly more than terminal operators. These comments were
usually in the context of the competitiveness of the port compared to other ports. It is perhaps
noteworthy that several of the ports who have freight rate concerns are serviced by short lines
and not by one of the main Class 1 railways. St. John, in particular, raised concerns about the

short line rates and how this impactsthe LJ2 NI Qa oAt AdGeé& G2 F &GN

Performance of Railways on Important Factors

Stakeholder Summary

Stakeholders provided a range of opinions regarding how the railways are performing on the
service attributes important to them. Generally speaking, terminal operators are of the view
that CN and CP could be relied on to move freight and that the overall volume of freight moving
through the system is increasing. However, the issue is the consistency of the movement of
freight and the operational difficulties inconsistent service creates.

Most terminal operators said the railways have met their expectations of servichowever, it
should be noted that many of these operators indicated they are dissatisfied with the service
received. So in respect to the interviews meeting expectationsvas not always a sufficiently
positive response.

O«
N

Most port authorities interviewed said the railways have not met their expectations of service

The reason for this view was not related to a particular service function (as was the case for
terminal operators), but with the perceived general attitude of the railways when it came to
serving the ports. Many individuals said that the railways are too focused on just the rail-side of
the transportation system and do not take into account the requirements of the other
stakeholders in the broader transportation system. One port authority summed this up by
Al eAYyRAS NI Af Qa aasSi dzi At AT FGA2Y Y2RSHt
utilization plans and this is agblemé

Another port authority expressed serious concerns about the lack of communications from one
of the Class 1 railways when it was contemplating changes in service schedules. It was noted by
this port authority that in some cases the communication is nonexistent, when it came to

LISYRAYI NI Af &ASNDAOS OKI y HifecivE ¢ ykisulidgs ey
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only take their own imperatives into consideration and totally disregard the needs of other
LI NOYSNE® ¢ KSe& 2ihJShtoribéhindiclss¢d débis)a S Of 2 & €

It should be noted that opinions from the Prince Rupert Port Authority and terminals in the
Prince Rupert port are noticeably more positive than most of the views from respondents
elsewhere in the country. There is a much more positive impression of the relationship with CN
(the only rail provider into the port) compared to the impressions of the rail providers servicing
other ports and terminals. The key reason for this positive impression can be credited to the

factthatd/ b A& @SNEB Sy3aF ISR Ay (K S lotskhfHigloguedrd@inl Y R Y
aeyO 6AGK GSNXYAYLFfaagpéazlrta 2F AINRPSGK YR &SND

The question of whether the railways are meeting performance expectations was not asked of
shipping lines. The disOdza aA 2y NB I NRAYy3IA aldArAafrOitAazy | yR i
service areas revealed attitudes that currently the performance of the railways is meeting

expectations in most instances. Freight is moving off the docks in a relatively acceptable

(timely) manner, although it could be better.

Terminal Operators ¢ Areas Where Railways are Performing Well

All terminal operators indicated that the railways are performing better in terms of shipment

velocityt dtrains are getting from point A to point/BY 3 2 2 Rheré wa¥agsbd consensus

that the lines through the mountains are in good shape and seem to be less vulnerable to

lengthy delays. A few terminal operators, who are relatively dissatisfied with the service they

are receiving from the railwl & &gBudgioghf | RYA GG SRIoNKHANE SaF TR OASY
railway [CN in this case] approachL ( Q& 2dza G y-Riendly® 3 MinbeCbtizariimaly S NJ
operators said that they could work with the so-R S & O NRANIRIR faf @8 ST Row&a& Sy i NI
it is when this same railway unexpectedly misses arrival times or arrives with the wrong number

of cars that causes problems. The inconsistency of service is difficult to manage for these

individuals.

The winter months were noted by a few individuals as still presenting some challenges, but a
number of terminals commented positively on the winter contingency planning, which they
said help mitigate shipping disruptions due to weather or line closures. The practice of the
railways maintaining extra cars on the west side of the mountains is appreciated by a few
terminal operators.

Many of the terminal operators acknowledged that the railways are beginning to make more of
an effort at communicating changes in schedules or other issues that could have an impact on
terminal operations. This view was more often associated with CP than with CN; although there
were a few comments suggesting that the change in management at CN may lead to
improvements in this area.
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Terminal Operators ¢ Areas Where Railways Performing Below Expectations

Almost all terminals said that the timeliness of train arrivals was critical to their operations. It
was stated numerous times that the lateness and, at times randomness, of arrivals made
scheduling crews a very challenging and often expensive undertaking. There were frequent
O2YYSyida NIAASR o6& 0GSNXYAYylLf 2LISNIG2NBR 2V
arrivals (ETAs). This was the case even though almost all terminals are in daily contact with
someone at the railways in the form of morning conference calls. In most cases, these morning
conference calls were noted as not being helpful in alerting the terminals to changes in
scheduled arrival times. Several respondents felt this is because the individuals representing
the railways on the call are either not senior enough or experienced enough to provide an

F OO0dzNY GS F2NBOFad 2F I GNIAyQa | NNRAGFf S 2N (K
delay occurs after the conference call.
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The railways have an 8 hour window in terms of what is considered an on-time delivery An 8

hour delivery window is not uncommon in the freight logistics system (shipping lines operate

under similar principles), however, the absence of any proactive communication from the

railways in terms of updating, even within a day of arrival, makes the scheduling of labour a

frustrating exercise for the terminals at times. A few terminals said that the issue of train

lateness seems to be more likely later in a weekt & andays are usually prettyood but things

adFNL G2 ayz2golff FyR 3ISH LINRPINBaarogSte g2NRS

Several terminal operators made the point during the discussion on the lateness of train arrivals

that trains almost always leave the terminal as scheduled. Quite often trains leave the terminals

on time, even though they may have arrived at the terminal 7 to 8 hours late. It was stated this

Ad 0SOlFdzaS SPSy 6KSy | GN}XAY FFNNA@GSa fyzaild vy
GAYSQ | yR {KSNS T@2NWBat trait Seadyits depdrk af driginally sdradiiled. If

the train is late leaving the terminal, (even though it may have arrived hours late) the operator

will be penalized by the railway. In addition, one terminal operator made the point that & dza dzI f f &
any lateness out of the terminal chaieactions back to us in terms of train arrivals into the
OSNXYAYLI € 0SAYy3 RSt théBiR being theSddinalsylltintatélp bord GBS | d ¢
consequences of a late departure out of a terminal.

The provision of the correct number of cars was another common source of concern among

A

GSNYAYLFE 2LISNFG2NBEDP hyS (§SNNYAY lebrdeRtBeacardlived SR (|
gyl YR GKS NI Af gl eAsRiblatdt@idaNgals, th&fludiuationKib@dr &1 y (i ®
numbers create operational challenges for the terminal. Depending on the commodity, the

arrival of more cars than expected resulted in staffing pressures to unload or clear the cargo. If

fewer cars arrive, vessels can either be forced to wait for an additional train to complete its

load, creating scheduling issues for the shipping line, or leave with less cargo than planned.

For several of the bulk and break bulk terminals the issue of correct number of cars was noted
as particularly challenging at times. These terminals would be shorted cars without adequate
notice or be informed that they would receive additional cars. This situation is in part due to a
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system where the railways commit to moving a monthly allotted volume of a commodity but do
not always deliver this volume throughout the month in an evenly distributed manner.

The unpredictability of car supply is a particular irritant for a few of the grain terminals
interviewed. It was noted that grain is not the most profitable commodity for railways to
transport, so it is sometimes re-scheduled to accommodate other commoditiest & warBis the
ONBIFIR YR 060dziGSNJ 2F (KS adeaiSyooor y2i GKS adas

Container terminals also raised concerns about car supply. Almost exclusively, their issue is in
not receiving enough cars to adequately move the containers off the docks from a vessel.
Several of the terminal operators expressed frustration over this issue, as they felt they provide
the railways with accurate information with respect to the volumes and timing of vessel traffic,
yet this does not seem to translate into the correct number of cars arriving when required.
Without the required cars available, the containers are left in the terminal creating dwell time
issues.

¢CKS NIAfGFR@AQ I f@es fashalirésult b2suddén Mdred&S in dlemand or
unanticipated disruptions is another problem area for many terminal operators. It was
ISYySNIrffe aidlFiSR GKFG GKS NIAf gl @ agAtNBd yadié2 ¢
increase the car supply to meet the increased shipping volumes. A few terminal operators said

they understood the problem to be one of cost to the railways when activating additional cars

for service.

{SOSNIt 2F GKS O2y Gl Ay SNI GSNYAYI fAdy APEL SINIBARS RS
ask the railways to help increase either cars or trains into their terminals to assist with the
backlog. Sometimes railways respond to this request favourably, but often this is not the case.

The inadequate supply of cars for double stacking containers is an issue with container
terminals in Central and Eastern Canada. This issue was a cause for some concern, particularly
should a hoped for economic rebound occur and freight traffic increases.

A few terminals said, that of an allotment of cars supplied by the railway, there is often a
number not in proper working order which are subsequently rejected by Transport Canada
inspectors. Compounding this problem is when the initial allotment is short what the terminal
expected and now even more short given the inability to use some of the cars supplied. This
creates delays in freight movement.

The issue of surge capacity is also a major concern for bulk terminals (particularly those
shipper-owned). This is because if freight volumes cannot be increased to meet additional
demand, typically as a result of new overseas orders, terminals risk losing this business. It was
noted the ability to meet these orders is critical as there are other suppliers of bulk products to
which buyers can turn.
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Beyond the communication of train ETAs, concerns regarding communication between the
railways and terminal operators were an area frequently raised in the interviews. Several
terminals mentioned the recent decision by CN to end rail service into the south shore of the
Port of Vancouver. This was done, according to one terminal affected, without notice and on a
Friday. There were other examples raised that railways, particularly CN, do not often participate
in periodic stakeholder meetings to address port-related issues such as community concerns or
traffict issues for which the railways share some responsibility.

Many terminals stated that they would like more frequent train service in and out of their

terminals. In Montréal for example, there is only once a week service to some important

destinations such as CN bound trains to Edmonton leaving only on Mondays, Detroit on

Tuesdays and shipments for Vancouver on Wednesdays. Meanwhile there is daily service to

Toronto and Chicago. Problems arise, however, when delays occur (quite often rail-related) and

cars do not arrive in time to make a switch for one of these once-a-week departures since there

Ad y2dzYA SRBIAOSQd ¢ KAa OIYWA avaS Ayl Qiak FRIF &F | Gy SRNEY ASK
G2 |y SNNRBXhe yill hakeQtd waitJuntil the following week to ship to that
destinationg

It was noted that multiple trains in a day would provide greater fluidity to the movement of
cargo and empties into the system. The primary concern expressed by these terminal operators
is the apparent disregard by the railways as to what level of train service they want. The view is
that the railways alone determine the frequency of service.

A few terminals, particularly on the north shore of the Port of Vancouver, expressed some
concern about the move by the railways to longer trains. The issue for these terminals is the
physical space required to accommodate these trains in the terminal yards. Several of these
terminals are pursuing expansion plans with the port in order to accept longer trains; however,
the expansion of the Vancouver port is not so simple an undertaking.

Shipping Lines & Railway Performance

For the shipping lines there were four railway service areas consistently mentioned by
respondents. These were:

Movement of goods out of the terminal
Movement of goods onto the vessel

Movement of empties back to port

The ability to make up volumes after a disruption

The assessment performance of the railways on the first point aboveT the movement of goods
out of the terminalt was mixed among the shipping lines. The lines that do a significant
amount of business through the Port of Vancouver said this is an area that could be improved.
Trains are often late arriving and, more problematically, usually short of the required number of
cars in relation to the number of containers on the vessel. A few shipping lines said they found
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it difficult to understand why this is the case. Shipping lines are able to provide accurate

forecasts several weeks in advance in terms of vessel arrival times in port, as well as, the

volume cargo (containers) on board. As one shipping line noted, d A KA LILIAY 3 f Ay Sa
customers for railways. We can give accurate two week forecasts in terms of arrivals and freight
f2F Rdbe

Another aspect that relates to the movement of goods out of port was the availability of the
correct type of cars to efficiently move the cargo. Lines indicated that cars that can

FOO02YY2RIGS aidlFlO1lSR O2yillAySNAR o0ausStfté& OF NAO
of the Montréal and Halifax ports. This leads to longer dwell times in these ports.

The movement of goods onto the vessel was noted by shipping lines as being less problematic;

however, when problems do arise they are generally quite serious. Several lines singled out the

Coquitlam yards as being a problem area for shipments out of the Port of Vancouvert ¢the

black hole of Coquitlarh, I & 2y S &AKALILAY3A fAYyS O2YYSYiSRod L
arrive in plenty of time at Coquitlam to get to the terminal for loading, but for some reason

(lines typically felt delays are due to congestion in the yard) they are delayed.

The lateness of trains occasionally creates problems in terms of vessels either having to decide

to delay their departure, thereby potentially creating scheduling problems in other ports, or
RSLINIAY3I 2y GAYS FYyR alAfAy3a aftA3IKGE 06SOFdzaS
It was also noted that the consequence of a missed delivery does not end when the vessel sails.

Typically, the product still arrives (late) at the terminal and has to be stored on the dock or in

the yard until another vessel arrives. This can cause congestion in the terminal and additional

expenses for the shipper.

A few shipping lines noted that agricultural products, in their opinion, seem most prone to
inland shipping port delays. In some cases, a shortage of particular type of car is the problem
and in other instances it is issues related to the Coquitlam yard.

The movement of empties by the railways back to the originating port is an area of some
concern for shipping lines. Their concerns focussed on the timeliness of getting the empties
back to port and the costs associated with this service.

Several respondents said that ideally the flow of empties back to port should be fairly regular. A
few lines indicated that an empty should generally circulate back out of the country about two
Y2y GKa | FGSNI SYGSNAy3Id !'a LINI 2F (GKS aKALILR\
railways for returning the empties back to the originating port. What often happens, however,
is that the empties will gather in the railways yards in Edmonton and Toronto. The railways do
not like to transport empty containers. They try to find a domestic use to move them back from
Eastern Canada into the West. However this is not always possible, so a supply builds up in
various railway yards. Eventually the railways move them back to port, but instead of the
desired uniform flow they often arrive in bunches. If the vessels are unable to accommodate a
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large volume of empty containers, which is often the case currently, they remain in the terminal
at the expense of the shipping line.

It was also noted by one shipping line that sometimes it looks like the railways are transporting
GKS SYLIWiASa T2N) 2yS O2YLl ye SEOfdairgsSte
speculated that this may be because the line in question had indicated that they need a large
number of containers back in port for transport overseas. It was felt this situation could be
avoided by a more even flow of empties from all railways back to port.

The ability of the railways to manage surges in demand or make-up for service disruptions is an
important issue for shipping lines. The railways are perceived to be making some positive
progress in this area. The winter contingency planning was noted by a few respondents as
resulting in some positive developments in this area. The maintenance of a supply of cars on
the west side of the Rockies was identified as a good policy that helps avoid significant back-
logs in the ports.

There are still concerns regarding the speed at which the railways could address the back log
created by a disruption or respond to a situation where vessels have become bunched because
of weather related delays. When these situations occur the view is that it takes the railways too
long to clear the backlog. One line indicated that for every day freight movement is interrupted
it takes approximately four days to recover. They felt this recovery period could be shorter.

Somewhat related to this point was the desire expressed by a few shipping lines to receive
better information from the railways regarding the extent of the service disruption. One
shipping line recounted an incident where they were able to get better information from the
local news regarding a derailment related disruption compared to what the railway was
providing. More timely information would be helpful to shipping lines to assuage any concerns
their customers may have regarding the delivery of their cargo to its final destination.

There are some concerns regarding the need to run shorter trains in winter due to weather
considerations. This obviously reduces freight capacity, yet the railways usually do not change
the frequency of service to make up for this diminished capacity. At times, this results in higher
dwell times during the winter months.

Shipping Lines ¢ Other Container Specific Issues

Shipping line respondents were asked a few additional questions specifically about the
movement of containers.

There were very different experiences among shipping lines in terms of dealing with damaged
containers. Several lines indicated this is very rarely an issue, if at all. These individuals noted
that there are fairly strict standards in terms of blocking the goods for transport which mitigate
any issues with containers opening up during transit.
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Two shipping lines, however, did indicate the incidence of containers that are damaged or
opened during rail transit is higher than they felt acceptable. Both lines pointed to concerns
over a N2 dzZaA K & ¢ A (i OK Ainyttd Coluyfldn yard€. dizsériastinglydl i& both cases CP is
the railway identified as being responsible for most damaged or opened containers.

Port Authorities ¢ Areas Where Railways are Performing Well

Several of the port authorities interviewed said the railways have improved the overall
efficiency of the movement of freight. To them, there seems to be fewer disruptions and the
volumes being moved is increasing. This is particularly the perspective of the West Coast ports.

It was also noted that the railways, particularly CN, is very good at making moneyt & (i 8 KS / 9 h
has been publicly stating that maximizing shareholder value is thempieent goadb¢ ¢ K S

perceived to be very strong and well managed Canadian companies.

Port Authorities ¢ Areas Where Railways are Performing below Expectations
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improvement. A few respondents described this as a @ Y2y 2 L2 f A E{ A ®OK SINGG A (i K
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reduction in rail service into the port without notice or consultation, as was the case recently in

the Port of Vancouver, or a refusal to respond to requests for increased service.

As noted earlier, several of the ports interviewed are operating at less than full capacity and as
such are aggressively seeking out new opportunities for port business. These ports often
mentioned a frustration with the railways in terms of their reluctance to commit to service.

Other issues raised by the port authority resembled the concerns raised by terminal operators.
These included:

e Timeliness of car delivery

e The correct number of cars

e The ability to meet unexpected demands or recover from service disruptionst & ¢hé 6
railways could respond more expeditiously to surges but are deliberately keeping
OF LI OAd& GAIKGDPE
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primarily East Coast ports.

A few ports, notably Vancouver and Halifax, stated that the performance of the railways and
the service provided to their ports has the potential of tarnishing the international reputation
of their facilities. These individuals noted that the efficiency and reliability of rail service is an
important aspect of the port and one that overseas customers and shipping lines consider
closely when deciding where to do business. In addition, these ports also raised concerns
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regarding the cost of moving freight into and out of their ports. There is a view that these costs
are too high and creating and placing them in an uncompetitive situation.

A Note on Prince Rupert

The Port of Prince Rupert requires some particular comments. As noted previously, the
opinions and experiences from the terminal operators and the port authority in Prince Rupert
were quite distinct from the views of other stakeholders. These stakeholders all had much
higher levels of satisfaction and provided fewer examples of service breakdowns with the
railway. There were a few concerns raised by one of the terminals in Prince Rupert. The grain
terminal in Prince Rupert echoed a few of the challenges regarding consistency of delivery as
heard from terminals in other ports, but the intensity of these concerns was noticeably lower.

The reason for the higher satisfaction levels almost always related back to the level of
engagement of CN in terms of working with terminal operators and port officials to ensure a
aY220K 2LISNI GA2Yy ® | vie have/SpreftyyelRbordtad Ridbbrishipyv2hiCSIR = &
CN is very motivated to make the port work well for them as they have an exclusive franchise on
GKS tAYS (2 t NAYyOS wdzLJSNI o¢

Performance Differences by Class 1 Railway Provider

There were very few significant differences between CN and CP with respect to the perception
of system stakeholders. CP was occasionally described as a more open and agreeabfe LINE JA RS NJ
and the one more likely to engage in discussion on a service issue.

One Port Authority said they have a better rapport with CP and find them to be more engaged

in port matters compared to CN. CP typically attends periodic port stakeholder meetings while

CN does not. a 2 Y U NB I f bd2dNiEre@ depeNiding oD thd railway providing services.
a2ZyiNBFf t2NI ! dziK2NAGe FSE0 / bQa SldzZALIYSyd o
of containers), switching facilities and infrastructure were lacking. The ratio of 1.5/1.4 cars

needed for / t G2 06S SljdAgrtSyad G2 /bQa OFNBR ¢la TS
between Detroit and Windsor was described as a major source of irritation.

CP was praised for its responsiveness within the limits of its equipment while, on the contrary,
/I bQa |GdGAGdzRS ITyR G20L f fl O 2T O2yOSNY | yR
regarding its operations and services was judged to be a serious problem.

From a purely operational perspective, there was very little specific feedback from respondents
that distinguishes the level of service from one of the two railway providers from that of the
other. A few shipping lines commented that CP appears to be less organized compared to CN
when it comes to the movement of empties back to port. That said, CP was noted as charging
less and being more accommodating than CN when it comes to the storage and movement of
empties.
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Suggested Rail Service Improvements

Stakeholder Summary

Respondents across all three stakeholder groups suggested, as a first step, that the railways and
freight system stakeholders should work to significantly improve the accuracy and amount of
information flow regarding the operation of the system. Many terminal operators noted they
have a daily conference call, which suggests communication, but accurate and reliable
information is lacking. Stakeholders need this communication to better inform their operational
decisions.

As a corollary to the above point was a desire raised by respondents (terminals, shipping lines

and ports) for a greater degree of transparency and operating agreements between the

railways and other key stakeholders. It was noted by terminal operators and other non-terminal

respondents that for the system to function there needs to be an established relationship

between the main parties. It was often noted by terminal operators that they do not have a

contract with the railways. The absence of such an agreement creates challenges in terms of
a0F1SK2ft RSNBQ |oAfAle G2 RSIEf atihis dscudidSIsdd G A2y |
NI} A &SR 02 YYSy ks will feveil iafpenS Rafnayd ivant odt of agreements and
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The benefit of greater transparency and collaboration among stakeholders was identified by a
few port authority and terminal respondents as being, in their opinion, a very important
O2yaARSNIYGA2Y HKSY Y20Ay3 FT2NBINR 6AGK
several occasions that the railways are, at times, operating in a manner inconsistent with their
role as part of a greater transportation system.
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Infrastructure improvements were another suggestion that surfaced across all stakeholder
groups. Suggestions regarding improved crossings, increased rail line capacity and switching
facilities were noted specifically. Many of these comments singled out the Vancouver Port as an
area where rail related infrastructure improvements are required.

Other Terminal Operator Suggestions

A few other suggestions raised by terminal operators included:

e More contingency plans (for unexpected disruptions) and communicate the nature of
these plans to terminals
e [2y3ASNI GSNYSHEWNWERI &dia@2deft R 6S ARSIt AF | OO
e More co-production agreements to increase traffic flow. In Vancouver, there were a few
suggestions that a port rail line responsible for intra-port traffic should be considered.
o A buffer or flex supply of empty rail cars available
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switching, cargo destined for one vessel could be blocked together. Also, prioritize the
position of the cargo based on when it is to be loaéled.

Terminal operators were probed on a few specific areas where the railways could invest in
improving their operations.

As noted above, terminal operators were most apt to agree that investment in infrastructure

works would benefit the overall rail freight transportation system. Several respondents
YSYGA2YSR GKFG GKS NI Af oritréind £dds 36 2hesFressdsdrgsbnrd R 0 dzA f
port-rail infrastructure and would need examination. There were several mentions about

establishing dedicated rail corridors servicing the ports in an efficient and, from a community

perspective, unobtrusive manner.

Terminal operators did not feel there was much need for investing in additional locomotives or

equipment such as rail cars. The suggestion of investments in rail cars was often met with

Al NOFadAO 02YYIRKRBRE R2yDKS d&aBTitiskiiage yes e ngeld S& QS
GKSY y26d 2Ke 0dz2 Y2NBPE

There was some support, particularly among the Vancouver terminals, for the suggestion that

additional crews may be required. This was usually associated with Coquitlam and internal

terminal switching activities where it was noted that at times the railways seem short staffed.

Other Shipping Line Suggestions

Apart from what was discussed in the Stakeholder Summary introduction to this section,
shipping lines had little else in terms of suggestions for railway-specific improvements.

Other Port Authority Suggestions

Apart from the areas referenced in the summary above individuals at the various ports
suggested the following:

e Improving the ability to rebound from service disruptions
e Additional rail sidings to accommodate longer trains
e Additional crossings and switches

In terms of specific areas where the railways could invest and make a positive difference to the
transportation system, infrastructure improvements were noted most often as being a positive
move, although this is not universally the case across all ports. Vancouver, St. John and
Hamilton said they felt these activities would improve the overall rail service to their port.

Increased staffing was another area where several ports felt additional investments (hiring) is
required.

(’n rg ,"g_-;) Page | 30




Stakeholder Survey Project: Other Stakeholders January 2010

Suggested Improvements by Other Stakeholders

Stakeholder Summary

alyed NBalLRyRSyiGtaszr ¢gKSYy Fa{1{SR GKAa ljdsSadArzys
perspective of the freight logistics system and suggest some very broad, and in some respects,
GagSSLIAYy3ITe OKFIy3aSa (2 GKS OdzZNNByd | LILINEI OK
similarity in these comments across the various stakeholder groups. It should be noted that

many of the points below were raised in reference to activities involving the Port of Vancouver
specifically.

One suggestion, raised by a few terminal operators and a shipping line, was to view the
movement of freight within the ports as a common or public good. This would allow for the
establishment of dedicated rail corridors into the ports that could deliver freight in a more
timely fashion. The Alameda Rail Corridor in California was noted as an example. The

NEaLRYRSyiGa K2 NIAaSR (GKA&a LRAydG TFSficentAd Aa

movement of freight is a public good and not one best left to the commercial interests of the
railways themselves.

The Alameda example was also raised by a shipping line representative in the context of
creating an intermodal facility somewhere relatively removed from the congestion of the
Greater Vancouver Area. All traffic is brought to this hub by CN and CP, but from there a third
party rail provider would transport the cargo directly into the port. The third party supplier
would also maintain an adequate car supply to move the containers when required. This would
take the deliveryandofff 2 RAy 3 2F O2y il AYySNR 2dzi 27
the Coquitlam yard out of the equation).
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There were several suggestions that the movement of cargo within the port should be managed
by a port-controlled rail provider, similar to the system in Montréal where the communications
and transport services are managed by the port, all stakeholders are linked via a common space
where freight traffic flow is managed by the port authority. Both railways use the port facilities
and both pay feest they are business partners rather than simply service providers. It is
thought that this approach would allow for more efficient use of the existing rail infrastructure
in the port. An internal and dedicated port rail service, it is hoped, would be more flexible and

[t
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co-production agreements are steps in this direction but that more needs to be done in this
NBEIFNR® LYy FTRRAGAZ2YS GKS /fFaa wm Nlcisforger & a
friendye YR GKSNB A a floperatédlrdfiwhyanduyld bdinfote focuded oh 3ReNJ
port customers.

In a similar vein, one of the shipping line respondents suggested that the Port of Vancouver
look to take advantage of the numerous waterways within the port and incorporate barges to
move containers from the inner harbour to terminals located further away from the city centre.
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This would ease truck traffic in Vancouver and could prove to be more efficient way to move
containerst ¢barge containers from ocean terminals to a more truckingducive terminab €

There were several suggestions out of the three stakeholder groups about the need to
rationalize and harmonize the labour (union) situation in the ports (again, Vancouver was
singled out). Suggestions were made to streamline the bargaining process and avoid ongoing
labour negotiations and potential threats of disruptions.

One shipping line commented that some large ports in the U.S. have structured their labour
agreements to run for a longer period of time. In addition, contracts all come up for re-
negotiation in roughly the same time frame. A few ports added that labour contracts at the
terminals need to be structured more flexibly in terms of meeting the needs of shippers and the
schedules of the railways.

Perhaps not surprisingly, the suggestion was made by the Prince Rupert Port Authority that
more West Coast freight traffic could move through its facilities instead of through the
relatively crowded Vancouver operations. This representative felt that the government should
focus policy and investment decisions on directing freight volumes where there is clearly the

capacity to handle greater volumest dinvest where there is the most bang for the back. ¢ KA a
representative put forward the notion of perhaps consideringd 2 yYS L2 NI | dzi K2 NA ( &
Coast YR AYy GKAA YIYYSNE &idNI {3$hdafGienfRuSgehbfa A2y A
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Stakeholders were asked what they could do themselves to improve the overall operation of
the freight transportation system.

Almost all terminal operators indicated that they are constantly considering upgrades and
expansion if warranted. A few of the terminals mentioned the prospect of needing to receive
longer trains as necessitating a redesign of the yards. Several of the grain terminals interviewed
noted the desire to improve their ship-loading capabilities.

There was clearly a significant amount of potential investment activity at some of the terminals.

However, terminals are also somewhat cautious about committing to large investments

without firm service frequency commitments from the railways. Any investment has to have a

reasonable time frame for pay-back. As one container terminal noted, d 6 SQ@S Ay ONBI &SR
capacity and can handle more but to do so requires increased rail capacity. We coualdsperh

start taking whole trains; however this requires a commitment from the railréads.
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Incidence of Poor Rail Service and Accountability

Stakeholder Summary

There was a fairly strong consensus among terminal operators and shipping lines that when
they experience poor service from the railways, there is a potential for them to incur serious
financial losses. Many reported that often this, in fact, does happen.

Whether it is the late arrivals of freight that force terminals to employ a second shift at

overtime rates, long dwell times for goods or a lengthy delay in returning empty containers

back to port, almost all terminal and shipping line respondents said that rail-related problems

lead to increased financial costs. The railways were identified almost unanimously as being the

system stakeholder whose actions (or inactions) are most operationally and financially
RAANHzZLIGA @S F2NJ GSN¥YAYyLE 2LISNIFd2Nae ta +y SEOS
the railways second behind weather as their biggest problem.

Compounding this situation was the equally unanimous belief among stakeholders from all

groups that there are no mechanisms currently in place holding railways accountable to their

Odza i 2YSNE® C¢KAA | fY2ad dzy hdd SNa&cbuhtabildyocdrSeNII | G A 2 y
implications for the entire rail freight system, and is possibly the root cause of the difficulties

that prompted the rail freight service review.

Generally, respondents said that shipping lines are accountable for their service based primarily
on the fact that the shipping line sector is thought to be quite competitive. If customers receive
poor service they move their business to another shipping line. In addition, shipping lines often
have contracts in place with the railroads that stipulate certain performance expectations.

Terminal operators are another stakeholder group that many non-terminal respondents saw as
being accountable. Again, competition was noted as providing some check on terminal service
levels. Many shippers can direct their goods to other ports and, therefore, other terminals. In
addition, it was noted that there is often a formal agreement between the shipper and the
terminal that provides some guidelines regarding service levels.

Shippers were noted as having customers to whom they must answer, which provides a
significant level of accountability.

Railways were the one stakeholder group that many individuals said is not really accountable
for its customer service actions. According to some individuals this is because:

No contracts with many stakeholders (terminals and many shippers)

When contracts are in place there are no service level penalties for railways
Monopolistic or at best a duopolistic market position

The Canada Transportation Act is too cumbersome and expensive to utilize

| 2YLX FAyida SELIRaS O02YLI yASa G2 aadzonift Sé NB
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How Should Railways be Held Accountable

The question of how to inject more railway service accountability into the system was a far
more difficult question for stakeholders to answer. Shipping lines and ports had little to offer
for suggestions. A few ports suggested some form of commercial dispute resolution
mechanisms, along with the development of some standard performance measures against
which service levels could be judged.

The notion of developing service standards or metrics was raised by a number of terminals as

something that would be a start in providing some ability to hold the railways accountable. The

guestion remained however, if there was a service failure on the part of the railways, what is

GKS NBO2dzNESK ! & 2y Sthe&milloh gukstion B hd Mdu givgk hektlyt@ 0 SR =
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Some terminals suggested the need for contracts between terminals and railways setting out

basic service expectations and penalties if these are not met. Contracts of this nature would
FRRNBaa ogKIFGd a2YS GSN)YAydnéway shdetfirSittiNSSoRpenalfes ¢ K | (i
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not overly optimistic that the railways would ever willingly enter into a contract with terminal

operations.

Not all terminals supported the idea of establishing contracts with the railways. One terminal
on the East Coast thought there is some benefit to the terminal in maintaining some distance
from the railways and not being tied too closely by a contract.

Re-Regulation

There was little enthusiasm expressed by stakeholders regarding the prospect of the
government re-regulating the railways. Those individuals, somewhat open to the idea of re-
regulating the railways, are concerned about the extent of re-regulation and the impact this
may have on other aspects of rail service. If re-regulation is considered, it was generally noted
by respondents that it should focus primarily on service standards.

Demurrage

The issue of the demurrage railways charge was raised sporadically throughout many of the
interviews, but the discussion of railway accountability tended to elicit some particular
comments on this topic. Most of the demurrage related questions were asked of only the
terminal operators.

Terminal operators said the shippers are generally the target of railway demurrage charges. A
few terminals indicated that in some situations they had been charged but in most cases the
shippers are ultimately responsible. Many terminal operators are actively involved in the
demurrage process, generally working on behalf of their shipper clients. It was noted that quite
often the data required to verify demurrage charges rests with the terminals.
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There was generally a very low opinion among terminal operators regarding the
treasonableness 2 ¥ RSYdz2NNJ 3S OKI NHSa® hy aoFtS 2F m |
' YR & T &eryYeSsbnyble, the majority of terminals provided a rating of 1 or 2.

The main issue, and this generated some fairly animated discussion from a few terminal
operators, is not the actual demurrage amount but rather the perceived consistent inaccuracy

of the demurrage charges. Several terminal operators provided examples of situations where

the railways sent out demurrage invoices that, when examined and ultimately disputed, were
found to be very inaccurate. These operators were also quick to point out that these errors in
demurrage charges were not rare occurrences. Inaccurate invoicing from the railways is a
common problem, so much so that several terminals said they have dedicated staff that do
nothing but examine and, quite often, challenge railway demurrage invoices. As one terminal

2 LIS NJ ( 2 Nihe/ahdill&yRchargés like demurrage are getting to be more of a revenue
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charges are accuratét was mentioned that disputing these invoices is not easy. The railways

are difficult to deal with and require a significant amount of data before they will review the
charges.

For a few terminals, the issue goes beyond the financial aspects and time spent disputing these
demurrage invoices. Another irritating aspect of demurrage for terminal operators is the fact
that when invoicing mistakes are uncovered and the invoice are re-issued for the correct
amount there is little or no acknowledgment by the railways that they had made a mistake. For
these individuals, this issue went to the nature of the relationship they have as terminals with
the railways. It was noted that, ideally, the relationship as part of the larger transportation
system should be more collaborative; however, these ongoing demurrage errors lead them to
feel their relationship with the railways is more adversarial.

Last Thoughts

Typically, after a relatively lengthy research discussion the opportunity for final thoughts rarely
generates a great deal in additional commentary. The opportunity to provide any last
comments at the conclusion of these interviews, however, often resulted in respondents
providing some broad or high level assessments of the freight transportation system and the
role of the railways in it.

A number of terminal operators and port authorities provided similar comments regarding the
need to somehow rebalance the role of the railways in the rail freight logistics system. It was
noted by individuals that a great deal of the last 45 minute interview had been devoted to
discussing a range of different operational challenges related to moving freight in Canada, with
many of these challenges directly tied to rail service. The feeling is that the railways have

pursued a specific business model with little regard for the rest of the system. As one port
I dz( K 2 NA 3 & 0 Siyp h RE Q &dalhdstglDO®R i@ ease in stock prices in the 18st
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Another port authority perceived the current approach of the railways as resulting in service

breakdowns. The concern from this individual was that it does not take much to tarnish the

NBLJziF GA2Y 2F | LRNIQaA loAfAGe (G2 Y2@0S FNBAIAK
is not the case for the railways as it is for the other stakeholders. This is essentially the view

held by a number of terminal operators and port authorities: there is a need for a rebalancing

the role of railways in respect to the other stakeholders in the rail freight logistics system.

One port authority A Y i SNIDA S$6SS & dza 2§60 /RS SRl G0 2LIS R LJa Ga ¢
bills in the freight systemthe shippers. The railways account for about $15 billion in revenue
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railways are currently the stakeholders driving certain changes, which is not necessarily a bad

thing. However, there needs to be a strong role for the primary revenue generatorst the

shipperst in terms of determining how the rail system evolves.

A few terminal operators echoed the sentiments above with one individual saying, & w( 8 K S
railways do not see us as integral to their business, however if shippers, railways and terminals
OF yQi dzy RSNE Gl YR 1N al LISEOAINYATY IS I (0K3T SelskisHibA Q
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that it is not just the railways that are not respecting the other stakeholders in the system.
Shippers, likely as a result of issues with the railways, are starting to disregard the practice of

trying to smooth out shipments over the year, even though they know railways would like an

even flow approach. In other words, other stakeholders, namely shippers, are contributing to

the imbalance in the freight rail logistics system.
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Several terminal operators raised a few concerns directed specifically at CN. This railway is seen

I a LI NJi sta@ofF IF Nefsodkuéc@mmunicative. It was noted that CN rarely sends
representatives to any local stakeholder/community meetings held periodically by several of

the ports. When CN does send representatives out to meet with terminal operators or shippers,
OKSESASNI aSyR 2dzi aSyA2Nl LIS Phelftefrinal op&ddod wast SY R 2
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am very interested in what they would have to say on Pacific Gateway issues for example, but

@ 2dz Y S @S NbheskSelipondefts intedpéeted this as a sign of disrespect. There were a
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change attitudes.

One of the shipper lines ended the interview by noting that Canada's freight railways do not

have the strongest reputation overseast ¢there are giestions of reliabilitpé ¢ KA &a f Ay S NB
the story that when Minister Day was visiting Singapore last year, he met with the Asian head

of the shipping line and heard these concerns first hand. The interviewee suggested that

Canada should be focusedon Sy a dzZNAy 3 GKIF G GKS NB LMzl GA2y 27F |
system is a positive one.
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